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Responses to Comment Set 8 
8-1 Comment noted.  This Final EIR contains minor revisions to the mitigation measures of the 

Draft EIR in response to comments from SFPP (see Section 4, changes to Section D.3, Air 
Quality). 
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Responses to Comment Set 9 
9-1 Comment noted.  The environmental impacts of the No Project Alternative are compared to the 

project impacts throughout the Draft EIR, for example on page D.2-54 in Section D.2.5 
(Pipeline Safety and Risk of Accidents) and on page D.12-21 in Section D.12.5 (Transportation 
and Traffic). 
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Responses to Comment Set 10 
10-1 Table A-1 (Permits Required) has been revised in this Final EIR to show that a conditional use 

permit would be required by the City of West Sacramento (see Section 4, changes to Table A-1, 
page A-1).  This has also been noted in a revision to the text of the discussion of land use in 
Section D.9.2.3 (see Section 4, changes to page D.9-16).  Table A-1 also shows that an 
encroachment permit would be required for work within the public right of way. 

10-2 The Lower Northwest Interceptor project of the Sacramento Regional Sanitation District is a 
project considered under the cumulative scenario in Table E-1, site #72, of the Draft EIR page 
E-7.  

Mitigation Measure US-1a (Protection of Underground Utilities, with modifications in this 
Final EIR per Response to Comment 24-1, from Benicia) is intended for the protection of 
existing underground utilities, and would require SFPP to coordinate with all agencies with 
potentially affected utilities (including the Sacramento Regional Sanitation District’s Lower 
Northwest Interceptor project) to reduce potential utility service disruption impacts to a less 
than significant level (see Section 4, changes to page D.11-8).   
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Responses to Comment Set 11 
11-1 Comment noted.  Maintaining appropriate access along Waterbird Way would be accomplished 

through implementation of Mitigation Measure T-2a (Minimize Access Concerns) in the Draft 
EIR page D.12-11.  This measure would require SFPP to coordinate with Contra Costa County 
to ensure that sufficient access and appropriate travel lanes would be available to serve the 
transfer station and green waste disposal site.  The County would have the opportunity to 
further define its requirements during the process of negotiating the encroachment permit for 
Waterbird Way, as shown in Table A-1 (Permits Required) of the Draft EIR page A-1. 

11-2 Please see Response to Comment 11-1. 

11-3 This Final EIR includes revisions to Table D.12-1, which show the applicable local government 
having jurisdiction of Central Avenue and Arthur Road (see Section 4, changes to page 
D.12-2). 

11-4 Meeting the noise requirements of the Contra Costa County encroachment permit would be 
required under Mitigation Measure N-1a (Restrict Work Hours) in the Draft EIR page D.10-9.  
As also mentioned on page D.10-10 of the Draft EIR, this measure would require SFPP to meet 
the limitations defined by the County, while Mitigation Measures L-1a (Construction 
Notification) and L-1b (Minimize Impacts to Schools and Day Care Facilities), on page D.9-18 
of the Draft EIR, would minimize the effects of construction noise on nearby residential areas.   
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Responses to Comment Set 12 
12-1 The Proposed Project alignment along Hay Road is shown in the Draft EIR, Appendix 1E, 

Jurisdictional Delineation Maps (2240-W-513 and -514).  These map shows that the alignment 
would be along the south side of Hay Road, in a private right-of-way, east of Meridian Road 
and would cross to the north side of Hay Road, east of Dally Road. 

Mitigation Measure BB-5a (Wetland Avoidance and Restoration) in the Draft EIR page D.4-43, 
recommends that compensation be provided for any loss of wetlands, according to the 
recommendations of USACE and RWQCB.  It is noted that the property at 5518 Hay Road in 
Vacaville is available for use as potential compensation, should it be necessary. 
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Responses to Comment Set 13 
13-1 SFPP would need to coordinate with land owners to secure easements through private property.  

Text has been added to Mitigation Measure LU-2b (Minimize Impacts to Schools and Day Care 
Facilities) in this Final EIR to clarify that during the process of securing the project ROW (see 
Section 4, changes to page D.9-19), SFPP would consult with property owners to identify the 
necessary route and depth.  This should eliminate the potential disruption of agricultural 
landowner surface operations.  

13-2 This Final EIR includes revisions to the text of Mitigation Measure HS-1a (Construction Plans 
to Define Water Crossings) to clarify that protecting the integrity of flood control structures and 
levees would be an important component of pipeline construction plans at water crossings (see 
Section 4, changes to page D.8-12).  Stream crossings would also be protected by Mitigation 
Measure HS-4a (Adequate Pipeline Burial and Protection) of the Draft EIR page D.8-18, which 
would require appropriate burial depth of the pipeline to be extended laterally into the stream 
bank or bank protection, and Mitigation Measure HS-6a (Floodplain Protection) of the Draft 
EIR page D.8-25, which would require components of the Proposed Project to provide 
floodplain protection and avoid disruption of stream cross sections.   

13-3 Because of construction schedule limitations defined by biological resources and wet season 
activities, the Proposed Project would likely involve construction during harvest seasons. 
Minimizing disruption to agricultural land owners during pipeline construction would be 
accomplished by providing fair compensation for the loss of income from cultivation of land 
taken out of production due to pipeline construction, as in Mitigation Measure LU-2b 
(Minimize Impacts to Schools and Day Care Facilities), on page D.9-19 of the Draft EIR. 

13-4 Please see the Response to Comment 13-1. 

13-5 Subsidence due to oxidation of the peat soils in the Yolo County agricultural areas is discussed 
in the environmental setting under Section D.7.1.2 (Segment 5) of the Draft EIR (page 
D.7-12), and would not be likely to adversely affect the Proposed Project.   

13-6 Buoyancy that may cause pipeline structures to float in saturated soils is considered in the Draft 
EIR, Section D.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality).  Under Impact GW-4: Contamination of 
Groundwater (Draft EIR, page D.8-21), Mitigation Measure GW-4a (Install Thicker-Wall 
Pipeline or Weight Coating in Strategic Areas) would require installation of additional weight to 
minimize buoyancy. 

13-7 The encroachment permit and conditional use permit are listed in Table A-1 (Permits Required) 
of the Draft EIR page A-1.  Additional permits and consistency determinations, including the 
potential requirement of a business plan and hazardous material inventory, have been added to 
this table in the Final EIR to clarify the Yolo County requirements (see Section 4, changes to 
page A-1). 
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